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All persons are by nature free and independent , and have certain natural and unalienable rights, among which 
are those of enjoying and defending life and liberty, of acquiring, possessing, and protecting property, and of 
pursuing and obtaining safety and happiness. - Article 1, Section 1, New Jersey State Constitution 



A Militia Grows in Brooklyn 

By Jim Lesczynski 

New York City's powers- 
that- be did not take well to the 
news that the local militia would be 
re-asserting their right and duty to 
take up arms in defense of their 
homes and families. NYPD 
Commissioner Raymond Kelly, in 
particular, displayed palpable 
distress at the idea of the citizens 
of Brooklyn showing such 
effrontery. 

"We will not tolerate anyone 
brandishing weapons under the 
guise of protecting others," Kelly 
exclaimed angrily. "Anyone 
attempting to patrol the streets 
armed with a weapon will be 
arrested." 

What got Commissioner 
Kelly's thin blue panties in such a 
knot was the announcement by 
Rabbi Yakove Lloyd that his Jewish 
Defense Group would begin nightly 
armed patrols of the Brooklyn 
neighborhoods of Borough Park and 
Flatbush. Although the rabbi 
decided to postpone the patrols, he 
vows to go forward with his plans, 
even if it means arrest. Rabbi Lloyd 
says his plans for the patrols were 
prompted by a television report that 
1993 World Trade Center bomber 
Ramzi Yousef told an accomplice he 
originally wanted "to blow up Jewish 
neighborhoods in Brooklyn." 

Seeing that we are actively 
engaged in a war on terror, Rabbi 
Lloyd is undoubtedly correct in 
believing that the threat to 
Brooklyn's Jewish neighborhoods 
persists. Moreover, as U.S. citizens, 
he and his followers have a 
constitutionally protected right and 


duty to call up the militia to 
respond to that threat. 

Before anyone argues that 
the "militia" protected by the 
Second Amendment refers only to 
the New York State National Guard 
and similar government-controlled 
entities, they should read the law. 
No, not New York's countless 
victim-disarmament (a.k.a. "gun 
control") laws, from the Sullivan Act 
on down, every single one of which 
violates the Bill of Rights -- the 
highest law in the land -- and is 
therefore null and void. I mean Title 
10, Section 311 of the U.S. Code, 
which says: 'The militia of the 
United States consists of all able 
bodied males at least 17 years of 
age and under 45 years of age who 
are . . . citizens of the United 
States." 

Yes, we are the militia. You, 
me, Rabbi Lloyd-all of us, whether 
or not we don khaki uniforms one 
weekend a month. Not for nothin', 
as they say in Brooklyn, did James 
Madison use the word "people," 
rather than "National Guard" or 
"government" or even "police" to 
identify those whose right to keep 
and bear arms may not be 
infringed. We are the same "people" 
Madison refers to elsewhere in the 
Bill of Rights. (Or do we now believe 
that "the right of the people 
peaceably to assemble, and petition 
the Government for a redress of 
grievances" or "the right of the 
people to be secure in their 
persons, houses, papers, and 
effects, against unreasonable 
searches and seizures" also refers 
only to government entities?) 

Madison and the other 
founding fathers had good reason 


for insisting on such an explicit 
protection of the individual right to 
self- defense. They had learned 
first-hand that an armed populace 
really is "necessary to the security 
of a free state." When the 
Continental Army was bogged down 
at Valley Forge, all that stood 
between the Redcoats and New 
York City was a small band of 
rabble farmers with guns at 
Saratoga. The founding fathers 
knew that not only could such 
citizen-soldiers be highly effective, 
but also they were essential to 
avoiding a return to the tyranny we 
had just escaped. 

A standing army would 
inevitably abuse its power, which is 
why the Constitution does not 
provide for one. If we were to have 
security without forfeiting freedom, 
the citizens would have to defend 
themselves. 

Fast-forward some 200 
odd years later, when we are once 
again in a state of war. Rabbi Lloyd 
announces that he and his 
compatriots will exercise their 
sacred right and duty to defend the 
homeland with weapons. Opposing 
them, we have Commissioner Kelly 
arrogantly proclaiming that the 
militia's activities "will not be 
tolerated" and threatening them 
with arrest. In other words, by 
enforcing New York's arbitrary and 
unconstitutional gun laws, the 
commissioner is explicitly and 
deliberately undermining the 
security of a free state. The 
founding fathers had a word for 
such conduct: treason. 

With a treasonous 
commissioner at the helm of the 
NYPD, potentially exposing millions 








of New Yorkers to imminent mortal 
danger through Kelly's 

determination to keep them 
disarmed and helpless in this time 
of crisis, should we expect Mayor 
Bloomberg to demand the 
commissioner's immediate 

resignation, to be followed by 
formal criminal charges? After all, 
only a few weeks ago, Bloomberg 
said with respect to the war on 
terrorism: "If you have to make a 
mistake, you make a mistake 
favoring the Bill of Rights rather 
than going against it." 

Unfortunately, Bloomberg's 
comment was not a fearless 
defense of the Second Amendment. 
Rather, the mayor was expressing 
concern that in rooting out 
potential Islamic terrorists, law 
enforcement agencies might 
actually want to focus on 
gatherings of young men at 
mosques. Bloomberg's copy of the 
Bill of Rights apparently ends after 
Amendment One, a defect that is all 
too common among New York 
liberals, especially rich liberals with 
their own bodyguards. When it 
comes to Rabbi Lloyd's citizen 
patrols, the mayor of the city in 
which 2,800 people died on 
September 11th because airlines 
passengers and pilots were 
prohibited from exercising their 
Second Amendment right to defend 
themselves against madmen with 
box cutters, is less keen on the 
Constitution. "We will not tolerate 
people going around with guns in 
this city, acting unto themselves," 
Bloomberg declared. 

So now we have the threat 
of another terrorist attack on the 
citizens of New York; a police 
commissioner determined to keep 
those citizens disarmed, in violation 
of the Constitution; and the mayor- 
the one man with the power to 
remove the police commissioner- 
aiding and abetting him. The king 
and his men have declared that 
there will be no citizen's militia, 
that contrary to the intentions of 
the framers of the Constitution, the 
militia has been replaced by a 
standing army in blue. The 
peasants shall not safeguard their 
neighborhoods, they shall turn in 
their weapons to the king's army 
immediately, and anyone asserting 
an individual right to bear arms 
shall face immediate prosecution 
and imprisonment. 

It's not too hard to figure 
out why Bloomberg and Kelly would 


betray their oaths of office, in which 
they swore to uphold and defend 
the Constitution. 

Quite simply, they are 
afraid of Rabbi Lloyd and his allies. 
They fear a free and armed 
populace. The citizen patrols of 
Brooklyn are a threat to the 
terrorists, yes, but they represent 
even more of a threat to the men 
who rule us. That's the horrible 
truth that keeps Bloomberg and 
Kelly awake at night, just as it 
terrifies the bureaucrats in 
Washington who refuse to allow 
armed pilots, despite overwhelming 
public support. Once the Second 
Amendment is enforced by the 
people -- the rightful sovereigns 
whose consent is needed for 
government to exist -- then the 
whole unconstitutional jig is up. 

Before you know it, these 
armed rabble will start insisting on 
enforcement of the entire Bill of 
Rights. No more unconstitutional 
drug war. No more unconstitutional 
seizures of private property. No 
more unconstitutional searches of 
our persons, papers and effects, 
and so on. In short, it would restore 
the rightful pecking order of the 
people over the politicians. Sort of 
takes all the fun out of public 
office, doesn't it? 

"No free man shall ever be 
debarred the use of arms," Thomas 
Jefferson wrote. 'The strongest 
reason for the people to retain the 
right to keep and bear arms is, as a 
last resort, to protect themselves 
against tyranny in government." 
Jefferson also said, "When the 
government fears the People, that is 
Liberty. When the People fear the 
Government, that is tyranny." That 
is what every modern tyrant, from 
Kelly to Bloomberg to George W. 
Bush and his Gestapo-like 
Department of Homeland Security, 
is up against. For longer than any 
of us can remember, the people 
have feared the government. They 
quietly suffered disarmament and 
other infringements of the Bill of 
Rights because they were scared. 
But that is changing quickly, and it 
has the political class wetting their 
pants. Armed citizens have that 
effect on bad guys of all stripes. 

When Ramzi Yousef and his 
cohorts fear the people, that is 
security. When Bloomberg, Kelly 
and their cohorts fear the people, 
that is liberty. 

-- RASH Magazine June 25, 2002 


'All of Us Are in 
Danger' 

By Nat Hentoff 

In 1756, in Boston and 
other cities and towns, the coming 
of the American Revolution was 
speeded by mechanics, merchants, 
and artisans who organized against 
British tyranny. Calling themselves 
the Sons of Liberty, they set up 
committees of correspondence in 
the colonies to spread detailed 
news about British attacks on their 
liberties. They focused on the 
general search warrant, which 
allowed customs officers to invade 
and ransack their homes and 
offices at will. 

In the spirit of the Sons of 
Liberty, on February 4, some 300 
citizens of Northampton, 
Massachusetts, held a town 
meeting to organize ways to—as 
they put it—protect the residents of 
the town from the Bush-Ashcroft 
USA Patriot Act. On that night, the 
Northampton Bill of Rights Defense 
Committee began a new American 
Revolution. Similar committees are 
organizing around the country. 

Speakers at that town 
meeting were defying John 
Ashcroft, who threatened dissenters 
in his testimony before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. He denounced 
those "who scare peace-loving 
people with phantoms of lost 
liberty. . . . Your tactics only aid 
terrorists, for they erode our 
national unity and diminish our 
resolve. They give ammunition to 
America's enemies." 

But speakers at the meeting 
emphasized that the USA Patriot Act 
and the succession of unilateral 
Ashcroft-Bush orders that followed 
apply not only to noncitizens but 
also to Americans in that very hall. 
William Newman, director of the 
ACLU of Western Massachusetts, 
pointed out that law enforcement 
agencies are now permitted "the 
same access to your Internet use 
and to your e-mail use that they 
had to your telephone records"— 
and may overstep their authority. 
'The history of the FBI," Newman 
warned, "is that they will do exactly 
that." 

University of Massachusetts 
professor Bill Strickland said, 'The 
elements of the Patriot Act place all 
of us in danger." 

One result of that meeting 
was a petition, signed by over 1000 
Northamptonites, urging the town 




government to approve a 
"resolution to defend the Bill of 
Rights." The resolution passed the 
Northampton city council by a 
unanimous vote on May 2. It targets 
not only the USA Patriot Act but 
also all subsequent actions by 
Ashcroft and others that "threaten 
key rights guaranteed to U.S. 
citizens and noncitizens by the Bill 
of Rights and the Massachusetts 
Constitution." 

Among those key rights: 
"freedom of speech, assembly, and 
privacy; the right to counsel and 
due process injudicial proceedings; 
and protection from unreasonable 
searches and seizures." 

The city of Northampton 
asks that "federal and state law 
enforcement report to the local 
Human Rights Commission all local 
investigations undertaken under 
aegis of the [USA Patriot] Act and 
Orders; and that the community's 
congressional representatives 

actively monitor the 

implementation of the Act and 
Orders, and work to repeal those 
sections found unconstitutional." 

This is a signal to the 
mostly passive members of 
Congress that actual voters are 
watching them. In April, similar 
resolutions to defend the Bill of 
Rights were passed in the nearby 
towns of Amherst and Leverett. And 
Dr. Marty Nathan, of the ever 
industrious Northampton Bill of 
Rights Defense Committee, informs 
me that "the city councils of Ann 
Arbor and Berkeley passed civil 
liberties resolutions in January," as 
did the Denver city council in March 
and the city council in Cambridge, 
Massachusetts, on June 17. Other 
cities are also preparing 
resolutions. 

You would think this 
grassroots movement to secure our 
liberties would be of interest to the 
national media, but I have seen 
little of it on television or in the 
print press. 

To find out about these 
campaigns around the country, and 
about a range of organizing tools, 
you can visit the Northampton Bill 
of Rights Defense Committee's Web 
site, and its links: 
www.gjf.org/NBORDC. 

At the town meeting in 
Leverett, Don Ogden, who initiated 
the resolution, noted—and I hope 
the FBI transmits this to John 
Ashcroft—that "it is truly Orwellian 


doublespeak to call such 
unpatriotic efforts a 'patriot act.'" 

The town of Amherst also 
passed its resolution unanimously. 
Select Board Person Anne Awad did 
not at all see Ashcroft's "phantoms 
of lost liberty," but rather a clear 
and present danger to our 
constitutional rights. 

She said, "We want to know 
that all residents and visitors to our 
town feel safe. We do not want to 
support profiling of particular types 
of people. If one group is viewed 
suspiciously today, another group 
will be added to the list tomorrow." 

A further indication that 
many Americans are ahead of their 
representatives in Washington in 
wanting to be safe from Ashcroft is 
an April 24 Associated Press report: 
"Despite the fear of future terrorist 
attacks, a majority of Americans are 
unwilling to give up civil liberties in 
exchange for national security, 
according to a Michigan State 
University study. Nearly 55 percent 
of 1488 people surveyed 
nationwide said they don't want to 
give up constitutional rights in the 
government's fight against 
terrorism. . . . 

"Sixty-six percent "opposed 
government monitoring of 
telephone and e-mail 

conversations." 

The original Sons of Liberty 
were an instrumental cause of the 
American Revolution, and they 
spread the liberating news without 
an Internet. Think of how much 
more and swifter organizing can be 
done on the Web now. Let me 
know, at the Village Voice, what 
other towns and cities are doing to 
keep the Bill of Rights alive. 

Ed.: Who knows, maybe 
someday Massachusetts will defend 
the entire Bill of Rights! 

Bush And Ashcroft Assail 
Habeas Corpus 

The Bush administration 
has asserted sweeping new police 
powers over the American people. 
In a legal brief filed with a federal 
appellate court, the Department of 
Justice asserted that Yaser Esam 
Hamdi, who is an American citizen, 
can be held incommunicado on a 
military installation as an "enemy 
combatant." A lower court ruled 
that Hamdi should have access to 
an attorney, and the Justice Dept, 
appealed that ruling. Timothy 
Lynch, director of the Cato 


Institute's Project on Criminal 
Justice noted: 

'The implications of the 
federal government's brief go far 
beyond the Hamdi matter. The Bush 
administration has now asserted 
that 

(a) citizens can be taken 
into custody as enemy combatants; 

(b) that, beyond such 
battlefield detainees, citizens can 
also be taken off the streets of any 
American town; and 

(c) that civilian courts 

cannot intervene to inquire into the 
legality of such arrests and 
detentions. When these 

propositions are taken together as 
a whole, the implications are very 
disturbing. 

'The bottom line is that 
President Bush and Attorney 
General Ashcroft are attempting to 
suspend the 'Great Writ' of habeas 
corpus, which allows Americans to 
get into a court of law to challenge 
the legality of their arrest and to 
have their liberty restored if the 
court agrees that the arrest was 
unlawful. Without judicial review, 
the police can arrest people without 
warrants and jail people without 
trials. 

'The controversial 'military 
order' that Bush issued last 
November has, in effect, now been 
extended to American citizens- - 
and the writ of habeas corpus is 
now under assault. President Bush 
seems to believe that his 
commander-in-chief power gives 
him the authority to ignore every 
other part of the Constitution when 
he deems it necessary. The 
president is profoundly mistaken 
about that -- and the judiciary 
should resist this power grab." 

- - www.cato.org/ new/ 06- 20- 
2r.html 

-- Lynch is the author of 
the new Cato Institute report, 
"Breaking the Vicious Cycle: 
Preserving Our Liberties While 
Fighting Terrorism." 

Camps for Citizens: 
Ashcroft's Hellish Vision 

ByJonathan Turley 

Atty. Gen. John Ashcroft's 
announced desire for camps for 
U.S. citizens he deems to be 
"enemy combatants” has moved 
him from merely being a political 
embarrassment to being a 
constitutional menace by claiming 
the power to order the indefinite 




incarceration of U.S. citizens and 
summarily strip them of their 
constitutional rights and access to 
the courts by declaring them enemy 
combatants. 

The proposed camp plan 
should trigger immediate 
congressional hearings and 
reconsideration of Ashcroft's fitness 
for this important office. Whereas 
Al Qaeda is a threat to the lives of 
our citizens, Ashcroft has become a 
clear and present threat to our 
liberties. 

Ashcroft's small inner circle 
has been carefully watching two 
test cases to see whether this plan 
could become a reality. The cases 
of Jose Padilla and Yaser Esam 
Hamdi will determine whether U.S. 
citizens can be held without 
charges and subject to the arbitrary 
and unchecked authority of the 
government. 

Hamdi has been held 
without charge even though the 
facts of his case are virtually 
identical to those in the case of 
John Walker Lindh. Both Hamdi and 
Lindh were captured in Afghanistan 
as foot soldiers in Taliban units. Yet 
Lindh was given a lawyer and a trial, 
while Hamdi rots in a floating Navy 
brig in Norfolk, Va. 

The government refused to 
comply with a federal judge who 
ordered that he be given the 
underlying evidence justifying 
Hamdi's treatment. The Justice 
Department has insisted that the 
judge must simply accept its 
declaration and cannot interfere 
with the president's absolute 
authority in "a time of war." 

In Padilla's case, Ashcroft 
initially claimed that the arrest 
stopped a plan to detonate a 
radioactive bomb in New York or 
Washington, D.C. The 

administration later issued an 
embarrassing correction that there 
was no evidence Padilla was on 
such a mission. What is clear is that 
Padilla is an American citizen and 
was arrested in the United States-- 
two facts that should trigger the full 
application of constitutional rights. 

Ashcroft hopes to use his 
self- made "enemy combatant" 
stamp for any citizen whom he 
deems to be part of a wider 
terrorist conspiracy. 

Perhaps because of his 
discredited claims of preventing 
radiological terrorism, aides have 


indicated that a "high-level 
committee" will recommend which 
citizens are to be stripped of their 
constitutional rights and sent to 
Ashcroft's new camps ... 

Of course, Ashcroft is not 
considering camps on the order of 
the internment camps used to 
incarcerate Japanese American 
citizens in World War II. But he can 
be credited only with thinking 
smaller; we have learned from 
painful experience that unchecked 
authority, once tasted, easily 
becomes insatiable.... 

For more than 200 years, 
security and liberty have been 
viewed as coexistent values. 
Ashcroft and his aides appear to 
view this relationship as lineal, 
where security must precede 
liberty. 

Since the nation will never 
be entirely safe from terrorism, 
liberty has become a mere 
rhetorical justification for increased 
security. 

Ashcroft is a catalyst for 
constitutional devolution, 

encouraging citizens to accept 
autocratic rule as their only way of 
avoiding massive terrorist attacks. 

His greatest problem has 
been preserving a level of panic and 
fear that would induce a free people 
to surrender the rights so dearly 
won by their ancestors. 

In "A Man for All Seasons," 
Sir Thomas More was confronted by 
a young lawyer, Will Roper, who 
proclaimed that he would cut down 
every law in England to get after the 
devil. 

More's response seems 
almost tailored for Ashcroft: "And 
when the last law was down and the 
devil turned round on you, where 
would you hide, Roper, the laws all 
being flat? ... This country's planted 
thick with laws from coast to coast 
... and if you cut them down...do 
you really think you could stand 
upright in the winds that would 
blow then?"" 

Every generation has had 
Ropers and Ashcrofts who view our 
laws and traditions as mere 
obstructions rather than 
protections in times of peril. Every 
generation has its test of principle 
in which people of good faith can 
no longer remain silent in the face 
of authoritarian ambition. If we 
cannot join together to fight the 
abomination of American camps, 


we have already lost what we are 
defending. 

-- Jonathan Turley is a 
professor of constitutional law at 
George Washington University. 

-- LA Times , 14 August, 2002 

Administration Moves to 
Silence Dissent 

Last September 24 at a 
House Judiciary Committee hearing, 
where Attorney General John 
Ashcroft testified in favor the 
administration's "anti- terrorism" 
bill that includes increased police 
powers to wiretap, search private 
homes and businesses and seize 
their contents, and spy on 
electronic and Internet 

communications. The 

administration bill also gives the 
attorney general the power to 
declare non-citizens terrorist 
suspects and hold them 
indefinitely, without any provision 
for judicial review. 

After Ashcroft finished 
speaking, committee Democrats 
called on free speech and civil 
liberties advocates to testify, 
including representatives of the 
ACLU and People for the American 
Way, who have criticized many of 
the administration's proposals as 
violations of basic constitutional 
safeguards. 

At that point the judiciary 
committee's Republican staff 
ordered camera crews to leave, 
including those of C-SPAN. While 
the print media and the general 
public were allowed to remain, the 
American people were unable to see 
and hear those who are warning 
about the government's attack on 
democratic rights. 

The action violated the 
House of Representatives' rules, 
which state, "Whenever a hearing or 
meeting conducted by a committee 
or subcommittee is open to the 
public, those proceedings shall be 
open to coverage by audio and 
visual means." 
www.wsws.org/articles/ 2001/ sep2 

001/cens- s29.shtml 


Global V\ferming, Global 
Skepticism 

An Update 

By Hans Labohm and Dick Thoenes 
August 21, 2002 
In the 1970s and 1980s 
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In the beginning of change the patriot is a scarce man, brave, hated and scorned. When his cause succeeds, 
however, the timid join him, for then it costs nothing to be a patriot. - Mark Twain 













climate experts started to worry 
about the measured increase in the 
carbon dioxide (C02) content of the 
atmosphere. On the basis of the 
known principle of the greenhouse 
effect, it could be expected that the 
temperature on the earth would 
rise. It seemed likely that the 
change was the result of the sharp 
increase in the use of fossil fuels 
(coal, mineral oil and natural gas). 
In 1988, under the auspices of the 
United Nations (UN), the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change (IPCC) was set up with he 
object of interpreting and reporting 
on developments in climate 
research around the world. These 
reports were intended to serve as 
advice for the participating 
governments. The main task was to 
examine whether there was indeed 
any question of climate change and 
in particular of global warming. If 
that were to be the case, 
international agreements might be 
needed to limit the use of fossil 
fuels.... 

All in all, it can be said that 
there is still great uncertainty about 
the question whether the earth is 
warming and, if it is, whether this 
can be ascribed to man-made 
emissions of C02 and other 
greenhouse gases. It is also 
uncertain whether any global 
warming has harmful effects or 
even positive effects (e.g. 
stimulation of plant growth as a 
result of higher temperatures and 
C02 concentrations). With regard to 
the cost- benefit analysis of 
measures to reduce man-made 
greenhouse gas emissions in line 
with the Bonn agreement, it can be 
pointed out that the beneficial 
effect is zero, whereas the costs will 
probably run to trillions of dollars 
worldwide over a period of ten 
years. Those who attach great value 
to the precautionary principle 
regard this insurance premium as 
justified. But critics point out that 
mankind is also confronted with a 
range of other risks. Rich and 
affluent societies are better able to 
adjust to changes of all kinds, and 
can protect themselves against 
various types of risk. For that 
reason, they regard the loss of well 
being that flows on from large- 
scale measures to prevent 
(supposed) global warming as a 
waste of money. Finally, there are 
major political, economic and 
technical objections to the 
proposed mechanisms to reduce 


man-made emissions of 
greenhouse gases, in particular 
tradable C02 emission rights. A 
solution is not in sight. 

-- Dr H.H.J. Labohm is a 
senior visiting fellow at the 
Nederlandslnstituut voor 

Internationale Betrekkingen 

Clingendael. Dr Ir D. Thoenes is a 
former professor of chemical 
processes studies at the Technische 
Universiteit in Eindhoven. 
www.techcentralstation.be/2051/ 

Ed.: This week thousands 
of people will attend a UN 
conference in S. Africa. Though the 
jury is till out on "global warming” 
we predict conference attendees 
will use the (non) issue as a pretext 
to hamstring our economy so that 
jobs and business will leave for 
Brazil, China and other countries 
exempt from the "global warming" 
rules in the Kyoto protocol. - 
Submitted by the NJ Committee of 
Safety 

Jesse James' Collision with 
the Second Amendment 

When the James-Younger 
gang robbed the First National Bank 
of Northfield, Minnesota September 
7, 1876 armed men stopped them 
dead in their tracks. 

The fight was short and 
hot, lasting about seven minutes. 
The townspeople mostly used rifles 
and shotguns, some of which they 
obtained from a local hardware 
store. The robbers, most of whom 
were former Confederate guerillas, 
were armed with single-action 
pistols. The citizens fired from 
windows, doorways and the corners 
of buildings, killing two gang 
members. Others were wounded, 
as were several townsmen. The 
bookkeeper who refused to give up 
and bank's cash, and a 
Scandinavian immigrant who 
couldn't understand the warnings 
shouted at him were killed. 

After the shootout 
townspeople formed posses and 
chased the outlaws, capturing the 
Younger brothers in the Flanska 
Slough near Madelia, Minnesota. 
Cole Younger had 11 wounds when 
captured, his brother Jim was shot 
5 times and a gang member was 
killed during the fight at Flanska 
Slough. (Bob Younger died in a 
Minnesota prison in 1889. FHis 
brothers were paroled in 1901. 
Frank and Jesse James escaped to 
Dakota Territory.) 


There has been some 
debate about the meaning of the 
annual reenactment of the robbery 
in Northfield. Some apparently 
think it celebrates the outlaws. The 
other view is that the festivities 
celebrate the town's self- defense. I 
believe the latter view to be correct. 
What interests me most is the 
intestinal fortitude the citizens 
displayed in fighting against a gang 
of criminals. 

One of the things the 
Northfield raid demonstrates is the 
importance of personally owned 
firearms. None of the firearms 
used was owned by the Federal, 
State or local government. If the 
people of Northfield had been 
forced to rely on some government 
entity to defend them the town 
would have been looted in short 
order. 

I believe there is a lesson 
for us in Northfield. There are 
serious reasons for some 
percentage of the U.S. population to 
be skilled in the use of weapons, 
including those of a military type. 
Criminal violence and terrorism will 
probably not come to all of us, but 
it can arrive without warning, as it 
did in Northfield. 

The Second Amendment, 
which recognizes our right to own 
and carry guns, was important to 
the residents of Northfield on 
September 7, 1876. Although 

maligned by well-protected elites in 
the press and politics today, it is 
just as important now as it was 
then. 

- - The Blue Press, September 2002 

UN Firearms Protocol of the 
UN Convention Against 
Transnational Crime 

In June 2001 the UN 
General Assembly approved the 
Firearms Protocol of the UN 
Convention Against Transnational 
Crime. The Protocol is a legal 
prohibition on the export of 
firearms without the express 
authorization of the recipient 
country, where "firearms" are 
defined as weapons a single person 
can carry and use to fire a shot. 

Ed.: It may sound 

innocuous, but governments such 
as Mali and Brazil have already 
signed the Protocol. When 38 more 
countries sign on, the UN will 
declare it an international crime to 
transfer "unauthorized firearms." 




'"Never again' or Victims 
Again?" 

A controversial article from 
Aaron Zelman, Executive Director of 
Jews for the Preservation of 
Firearms Ownership, challenges 
self-anointed Jewish "leaders" like 
Sen. Charles Schumer and Abraham 
Foxman of the Anti- Defamation 
League to remember their history 
as Jews and Americans and stop 
supporting "gun control" and the 
Nanny State. 

"Flave they forgotten that, 
from Pharaoh to Stalin and Hitler, 
powerful governments have been 
their worst tormentors, their slave 
masters, their ghettoizers, their 
inquisitors, their slaughterers?" 
Zelman asks. He reminds them of 
the way governments have used 
citizen disarmament to make 
minority groups helpless and 
vulnerable to abuse and slaughter. 
He shows that "gun control" will be 
catastrophic for both Jews and the 
other 97 percent of Americans. 

'"Never Again 1 or Victims 
Again" is an edited version of a 
longer article you can find at 
http://www.jpfo.org/alert2001090 
3.htm 

We urge you to read the 
articles, to send them to Jewish 
leaders, and share them with every 
Jewish person you know. 

-- TheJPFO Liberty Crew 

Is It True that Islam Is a 
Peaceful Religion? 

By Dr. Saleem Almahdy 

As an Egyptian Christian I 
have been amazed at the public 
relations campaigns in America 
promoting Islam as peaceful. It is 
sad that many people in your nation 
are not aware of your own history 
with Islam. 

In 1785 the Muslim states 
of Algiers, Morocco, Tripoli and 
Tunis began capturing Americans 
and holding hundreds of them as 
slaves in campaigns that lasted 45 
years. This was done not simply for 


the millions of dollars of ransom 
money paid. The Feb. 25, 2002 
issue of U.S. News and World 
Report states, 'The pirates were 
Muslims, the captives Christians. 
Prisoners who converted to Islam 
escaped hard labor and landed 
cushy jobs. Those who disparaged 
Allah risked being impaled or 
roasted alive. Jefferson and Adams, 
as diplomats in Europe, asked 
Tripoli's ambassador why his 
government sanctioned such 
savagery. The Koran established 
that non-Muslims were "sinners," 
the envoy replied, and Muslims had 
a "right and duty to make war upon 
them wherever they could be found, 
and to make slaves of all they could 
take as Prisoners." 

When George Washington 
was sworn in Americans were 
crushing rocks with hammers, 
because they would not convert to 
Islam. Your first American navy 
was built so that America could 
defeat those Muslims who were 
then called terrorists. (It is true 
that African slaves were held in 
America. It is also true that 
Christians in England and America 
were the political/religious 
influences that resulted in the 
overthrow of that despicable 
system.) 

Today we are told that 
jihad is practiced against the West 
because of economic imbalance or 
because of conflicts with the state 
of Israel or because of some other 
"anger". Jihad, or holy war, is not 
because of anger. Jihad is an 
institution. It threatened America 
some 150 years before the present 
Israeli-Arab conflicts. 

Another Egyptian (now a 
British citizen), Bat Ye'or, a pioneer 
historical researcher, has written a 
522-page book titled The Decline 
of Eastern Christianity Under Islam: 
From Jihad to Dhimmitude. She 
traces more than one thousand 
years of the murder and 
enslavement of entire Christian 
civilizations. This same jihad 


continues today in northern Nigeria, 
Sudan, Indonesia and other nations. 

American Christians, you 
must pray for Muslims who live 
without the mercy of Jesus Christ. 
Muslims are coming to Jesus as 
Messiah. But you also need to be 
aware of the physical, political and 
spiritual danger that has come to 
your shores. It will be tragic for 
your nation if you do not learn 
about the history of Islam, an Islam 
that has not changed. Your 
temporary isolation of only a few 
hundred years is now gone. 

School's Out For Emory 
History Professor 

History Professor Michael 
Bellesiles won't be teaching Emory 
University classes this fall as a six- 
month investigation continues into 
charges against him of academic 
fraud. 

Bellesiles will be on paid 
leave for the upcoming semester, 
according to Robert A. Paul, dean of 
Emory's undergraduate college. 
Bellesiles's 2000 book, Arming 
America: The Origins of a National 
Cun Culture, received widespread 
attention for its contention that 
early Americans did not own and 
use firearms in great numbers. 

But snowballing 

accusations of research misconduct 
and incompetency from gun-rights 
advocates and fellow scholars 
prompted Emory officials to launch 
an inquiry in February. In April, the 
investigation was handed to an 
external committee as part of a 
lengthy process that could result in 
Bellesiles's dismissal if the charges 
are proven. -- Atlanta Journal- 
Constitution, 8/23/02 
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